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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1. Claims 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 7 recites in lines 7-10 that "the return path includ[es] a second multiplexer 
to select the common mode voltage when the blocking capacitor is used in the channel 
and to select the ground voltage when the blocking capacitor is not used in the 
channef. This appears to contradict the applicant's teachings set forth in paragraph 31 , 
"in order to eliminate the need for blocking capacitors in the left and right speaker 
channels, first multiplexer 42 selects 'high' bias voltage to generate a bias for 
microphone 16. At the same time, second multiplexer 44 selects a reference voltage as 
the common mode voltage," and the teachings set forth in paragraph 36, "when data 
interface 24 is coupled to connector circuit 22A.. .second multiplexer 44 selects ground 
voltage for the return path." For the purposes of this action, it is assumed that the 
second multiplexer selects the common mode voltage when the blocking capacitor is 
not used in the channel, and that the second multiplexer selects the ground voltage 
when the blocking capacitor \s used in the channel. 

Claims 8 and 9 are dependent on claim 7, and are rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 23 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Adams (US 
Patent 6,594,366). 

Claim 23 is limited to a method. As indicated in the rejection of claim 17, Adams 
discloses detecting between an audio mode (i.e. telephone headset peripheral 
attached) and a data mode (i.e. radio headphone peripheral attached). In addition, the 
rejection of claim 17 indicated selecting different paths for the peripherals return path, 
where each selected path presents a particular bias associated with the peripheral 
device used. As the claim makes no distinction concerning how the ground and 
common mode voltage are related, it is fair to assume that the bias on the 
RIGHT/MONO path, whether different or not than the bias applied on the REC OUT 
path, corresponds to a ground voltage while the bias on the REC OUT path 
corresponds to a common mode voltage. Therefore, Adams anticipates all limitations of 
the claim. 

Claim 26 is limited to the method of claim 23, as covered by Adams. When the 
radio headphones are detected (i.e. when the data mode is identified), the switch S1 
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(206) selects no microphone bias. Therefore, Adams anticipates all limitations of the 
claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 17, 18, 22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Adams (US Patent 6,594,366) in view of Doy (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0138112). 

Claim 17 is limited to a system. Adams discloses a headset/radio auto sensing 
jack. See Abstract. The auto sensing jack disclosed by Adams allows either a 
bidirectional headset including speakers and a microphone or a pair of stereo 
headphones to be connected to and automatically detected by a combined cellular 
telephone and AM/FM radio receiver. The radio stereo/mono headphones (101) 
correspond to a data interface, while the headset (103) corresponds to the headset as 
claimed as it includes a microphone and speaker as seen in figure 1. Block (210) 
simply corresponds to the connector circuit to receive either the headset or data 
interface. In operation, the sensing jack of Adams detects characteristics of the plug 
(106/108) seen in figures 1 and 3, and a control unit (208) selects the appropriate signal 
path for either the headset or headphones. The switch S1 (206) corresponds to a first 
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multiplexer as recited since it allows bias selection for the microphone of the headset. 
Channel REC OUT corresponds to the channel to provide a signal to a speaker. The 
switch S2 (204) corresponds to a second multiplexer as recited since it connects the 
return path of the jack to either a right/mono port (i.e. ground voltage, see below) of the 
radio unit (202) or the REC OUT port (i.e. common mode voltage, see below) of the 
telephone audio unit (200). Note, the return path as claimed is simply interpreted as a 
current path since there is no suggestion where the return path is from. Furthermore, it 
is inherent that each of the right/mono port and REC OUT port are suitably biased 
based on their target peripheral's needs. Because these biases are not discussed it 
cannot be determined if they are similar or different, but since the claim makes no 
distinction over the values of the ground and common mode voltages, this is irrelevant. 
It follows that the bias for the right/mono port is arbitrarily coined as a ground voltage 
while the bias from the REC OUT port is arbitrarily coined as a common mode voltage. 
As noted above, Adams does not disclose the bias voltage applied to the speaker of the 
headset, nor does Adams disclose the structure of the speaker driver. Therefore, 
Adams anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception of a channel to provide 
a signal to the speaker when the headset is connected to the connector circuit the 
signal including an alternating current (AC) component and a direct current (DC) 
component the DC component of the signal being approximately equal to a common 
mode voltage. 

Doy teaches a single supply headphone driver/charge pump combination. See 
Abstract. As admitted prior art, Doy suggests biasing a speaker using the arrangement 
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of figure 3. In particular, the bias voltage applied to the AC inputs at drivers (32) and 
(34) is subsequently provided to the return path of the speaker through sleeve (10) by 
driver (44). In this way, no DC current is drawn through the speaker. See paragraph 9. 
In accordance with the above conclusions concerning Adams, the bias applied to the 
speaker of the headset is a DC voltage that is equal to a common mode voltage. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to bias the headset 
speaker of Adams using the single source headset speaker biasing arrangement as 
taught by Doy simply because Adams fails to disclose how to drive and bias the 
headset speaker. 

Claim 18 is limited to the system of claim 17, as covered by Adams in view of 
Doy. The first switch S1 (206) corresponding to the first multiplexer as claimed is 
operable to select a LEFT port output from the radio unit (202). As this setting does not 
provide a microphone bias, it clearly corresponds to an OFF setting as claimed. 
Therefore, Adams in view of Doy makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 22 is limited to the system of claim 17, as covered by Adams in view of 
Doy. Adams discloses a REC OUT and RIGHT/MONO port from the telephone audio 
and radio units, respectively. Each of these is designed to drive a different speaker, 
either a headset speaker or headphone speaker. These paths generate a plurality of 
signals for driving a plurality of speakers, each appropriately biased and each coupled 
to the return path connected to socket (210). Therefore, Adams in view of Doy makes 
obvious all limitations of the claim. 
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Claim 24 is limited to the method of claim 23, as covered by Adams. As noted in 
the rejection of claim 1 7, Adams does not disclose the bias voltage applied to the 
speaker of the headset, nor does Adams disclose the structure of the speaker driver. 
Therefore, Adams anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception wherein the 
common mode voltage defines a voltage value such that substantially no direct current 
(DC) voltage load is subjected to a speaker in the device, wherein a channel for the 
speaker does not include a blocking capacitor. 

Doy teaches a single supply headphone driver/charge pump combination. See 
Abstract. As admitted prior art, Doy suggests biasing a speaker using the arrangement 
of figure 3. In particular, the bias voltage applied to the AC inputs at drivers (32) and 
(34) is subsequently provided to the return path of the speaker through sleeve (10) by 
driver (44). In this way, no DC current is drawn through the speaker. See paragraph 9. 
In accordance with the above conclusions concerning Adams, the bias applied to the 
speaker of the headset is a DC voltage that is equal to a common mode voltage. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to bias the headset 
speaker of Adams using the single source headset speaker biasing arrangement as 
taught by Doy simply because Adams fails to disclose how to drive and bias the 
headset speaker. 

4. Claims 28 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Doy (US 
Patent Application Publication (2003/0138112). 

Claims 28 and 30 are limited to a circuit. Doy teaches a single supply 
headphone driver/charge pump combination. See Abstract. Doy discloses providing 
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AC signals to speakers as well as DC bias voltages and means for biasing the speakers 
based on the presence or absence of DC blocking capacitors. Prior art figure 2 depicts 
that when DC blocking capacitors (40) and (42) are present, the speakers are to be 
biased to a ground voltage. See paragraphs 6-8. Prior art figure 3 depicts that when 
DC blocking capacitors are absent, the speakers are to be biased to a common mode 
voltage equivalent to the DC bias used for the speakers. See paragraph 9. However, 
Doy does not disclose switching between the two above cited configurations. 
Therefore, Doy anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception of the return 
path including a multiplexer to select the common mode voltage when a blocking • 
capacitor is used in the channel and to select a ground voltage when the blocking 
capacitor is not used in the channel. 

It is clear that the claim simply recites selecting between two previously known 
configurations. According to the ruling found in the Duplan Corporation v. Deering 
Milliken, 197 USPQ 342 (District Court, D. South Carolina, Spartanburg Div. 1997), 
"there can be no invention in merely providing means to selectively alternate between 
one unpatentable configuration of elements and another unpatentable configuration of 
old elements, where there is no new or different function." Therefore, Doy makes 
obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 30 is limited to the circuit of claim. 28, as covered by Doy. Doy discloses 
two drivers (32) and (40) for driving a plurality of speakers with a plurality of AC and DC 
signal components, each speaker being coupled to the return path by way of the sle'eve 
(10). Therefore, Doy makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 

matter: 

5. Claims 1-6, 10-16, 19-21, 25, 27 and 29 are allowed. 

Claim 1 is limited to a circuit. Adams discloses a headset/radio auto sensing 

jack. See Abstract. The auto sensing jack disclosed by Adams allows either a 
bidirectional headset including speakers and a microphone or a pair of stereo 
headphones to be connected to and automatically detected by a combined cellular 
telephone and AM/FM radio receiver. Based on sensed characteristics of the plug 
(106/108) seen in figures 1 and 3, a control unit (208) selects the appropriate signal 
path for either the headset or headphones. The switch S1 (206) corresponds to a first 
multiplexer as recited since it allows bias selection for the microphone of the headset. 
Channel REC OUT corresponds to the channel to provide a signal to a speaker. 
However, figure 3 and the remaining disclosure of Adams fails to provide a teaching, 
suggestion or motivation to provide a return path that is shared by the microphone and 
speaker and includes a second multiplexer. Although it may be construed that the 
switch S2 (204) corresponds to a second multiplexer, per se, it is clear that it is not 
coupled to both the microphone and speaker, and thus, does not provide a return path 
for both. Furthermore, while it is well known for a headset to include a microphone and 
speaker with a common path for current return - see, for example Paterson et al. (US 
Patent 5,794,163) figure 1 , element 102 - there is no suggestion to multiplex the return 
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path between a common mode voltage and a ground voltage. Thus, claim 1 is 
allowable over Adams in view of Paterson. 

Claims 2-6 are dependent on claim 1 , and are allowable over Adams in view of 
Paterson for at least the same reasons. 

Claim 10 is limited to a device. Much like claim 1, neither Adams nor Paterson 
include both a first and second multiplexer, where the second multiplexer is provided in 
a return path for a microphone and speaker and the multiplexer selects between a 
common mode voltage and ground voltage. Thus, claim 10 is allowable over Adams in 
view of Paterson. 

Claims 11-16 are dependent on claim 10, and are allowable over Adams in view 
of Paterson for at least the same reasons. 

Claim 19 is limited to the system of claim 17, as covered by Adams in view of 
Doy. While it was shown that the multiplexer can operable connect a microphone bias 
to a microphone connected to port (210), it fails to make the selection based on the 
presence or absence of a blocking capacitor within the channel that provides a signal to 
the speaker of the headset. Thus, claim 1 9 is allowable over Adams in view of Doy. 

Claims 20 and 21 are dependent on claim 19, and are allowable over Adams in 
view of Doy for at least the same reasons. 

Claim 25 is limited to the method of claim 23, as covered by Adams. Adams 
does disclose selcting a microphone bias when a telephonic headset is present (i.e. an 
audio mode is identified), however, there is no suggestion in Adams or the other cited 
prior art to bias the microphone above the common mode voltage as recited. Therefore, 
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Adams anticipates all limitations of the claim with the exception of the bias having a 
voltage value sufficient to bias the microphone plus the common mode voltage. Thus, 
claim 25 is allowable over Adams. 

Claim 27 is limited to a circuit. Like claim 1 , there is no suggestion in Adams, 
Paterson or even Doy to multiplex a common return path of a microphone and speaker 
(let alone two speakers as recited). Thus, claim 27 is allowable over Adams in view of 
Paterson and Doy. 

Claim 29 is limited to the circuit of claim 28, as covered by Doy. While Doy 
suggests providing a ground voltage for the return path in the presence of DC blocking 
capacitors, there is simply no suggestion to select a different voltage for the return path 
when the speaker is not connected to the interface circuit but a a data interface is. 
Thus, claim 29 is allowable over Doy. 

6. Claims 7-9 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 
35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 
Claim 7 is limited to a circuit. Much like claim 1 , neither Adams nor Paterson 

include a multiplexer in a return path common to both a microphone and speaker as 

recited. Even though it is known in the prior art to bias the return path of a speaker with 

a common mode voltage in the absence of a blocking capacitor and to bias the return 

path of a speaker with a ground voltage in the presence of a blocking capacitor - see 

Doy (US Patent Application Publication 2003/01381 12) figures 2 and 3 - there was no 

suggestion in any of the above cited prior art to multiplex between these. Thus, claim 7 
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would be allowable over Adams in view of Paterson and Doy in the event of overcoming 
the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph. 

Claims 8 and 9 are dependent on claim 7, and would be allowable over Adams 
in view of Paterson and Doy for at least the same reasons in the event of overcoming 
the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Walter F. Briney III whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7513. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sinh Tran can be reached on 571-272-7564. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

WFB 
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